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Office of Agricultural Economics Zone 8, Office of Agricultural Economics
Farmers who plan on increasing investment in, or expanding, their farms help to keep the agricultural sector
sustainable. The decisions and investment planning made by farmers are based on a range of socioeconomic factors
and on the farmers’ attitudes and level of knowledge and training. The main objective of this study was to determine
the factors affecting farmers’ investment decisions, especially factors related to agricultural policy and farming
knowledge gained from formal training. A survey of 252 farming families was conducted during the harvest season in
2012 in Nakhon Si Thammarat Province, southern Thailand. Results from an applied logit model showed that
socioeconomic factors such as increased age and increased level of education of the household head had a significant
negative influence on plans for future farm investment. Other factors had a significant positive influence, including a
positive attitude toward farming as a stable career, a high level of support for a child to study agriculture, a positive
attitude toward agricultural policy, receipt of help from a member of a younger generation, and receipt of formal
training. Farmer training programs should be supported, because training can increase not only farmers’ knowledge
but also farm investment.
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───────────────────────
1. Introduction
To maintain a sustainable agricultural sector, farm-
ers must continue to plan to invest─and actually in-
vest─in their farms. Farmers’ investment decisions
and planning are based on a range of socioeconomic
factors, as well as on their attitudes to farming and
their level of knowledge. Knowledge of farming can
be obtained directly by education, and many studies
have shown that the level of education has a positive
influence on farm productivity and farm income. For
example, Kausar (2011) revealed that education is
positively related to the types of product that increase
farm income. Moreover, education may have a spil-
lover effect: the education level of coworker/neighbor
may influence farm household head productivity.
Gille (2011) studied the existence of education spil-
lovers in a rural India; by testing whether the education
level of the neighborhood has a positive impact on
households’ farm productivity. The result showed that
education spillovers are substantial in the agricultural
sector: one additional year in the mean number of years
of education of neighbors increases farm household
productivity by 3%. However, most farmers in devel-
oping countries are not highly educated, and this is also
true in Thailand. Primary school is the highest level of
education achieved by about 76% of farmers in Thai-
land, so most farming knowledge is gained through
experience and informal training. Therefore, to in-
crease farmers’ knowledge of agricultural techniques
and thereby improve both the sustainability of farming
and returns on farm investment, farmer training is nec-
essary.
The main aim of this study was to determine the
socioeconomic factors affecting farmers’ investment
decisions, especially in relation to agricultural policy
and farming knowledge gained from formal training.
With this in mind, I posed the following hypotheses on
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farmers’ decisions or plans to increase investments in
their own farms: increasing age the household head
will have a negative effect on investment planning.
Meanwhile, high level of education, farmers’ positive
attitudes toward farming as a stable career, a high level
of supporting for a child to study agriculture, and
positive attitudes toward agricultural policies will pos-
itively influence plans for increased farm investment,
as will receiving help from a household member from a
younger generation. Formal training, the presence of
irrigation, and relatively large farm size will also
positively influence plans to increase farm investment.
2. Methodology
The study was undertaken in Nakhon Si Thammarat
Province in southern Thailand (Fig. 1). The province
is subdivided into 23 districts (amphoe), 165 subdis-
tricts (tombon), and 1428 villages (muban). The total
land area of the province is 994,250 ha, of which about
484,112 ha (48.7%) is agricultural. Only 122,480 ha
(25.3% of agricultural land) is irrigated. Natural forest
covers about 188,140 ha (18.9% of the province), and
about 322,000 ha (32.4%) is non-agricultural land.
The province has a population of 1,513,168 of whom
781,446 (51.6%) are farmers (Kwanmuang, 2011)
A total of 252 heads of farm households were in-
terviewed in a questionnaire survey administered dur-
ing the harvest season of 2012. The sample household
heads were selected by using a stratified two-stage
sampling approach. Villages were grouped according
to their major types of products (crops, livestock, or
fisheries) as the primary sampling unit, and then vil-
lages were proportional sampling from each group. In
each sample village, households were then randomly
selected from a list of all of the farming households in
the village by 4 farming households per 1 village
Interviewing 252 heads of farm households in per-
son by using the questionnaire which consisted of two
parts. Part one included socioeconomic characteristics
(sex, education, age, and non-farm work by household
members), land tenure and use, farm production, in-
come, expenditure, debt, and household properties or
assets. Part two consisted of questions related to plans
for future investment in the farm and the farmers’ at-
titudes towards farming and agricultural policy and the
receipt of formal training.
To explain the factors affecting farmers’ decisions,
the following logit model equation was applied:
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Fig. 1. Maps of Thailand and Nakhon Si Thammarat Province.
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Irrigation on the farm
0＝no irrigation
1＝irrigation
Irrigation
1Investment Plan
a 1 ha＝6.2 rai
Variable
Farms without an
investment plan
Mean
(SD)
Table 1. Definitions and descriptive statistics of variables.
16.0123
（17.1055）
2.3814
（0.84709）
Level of support for a child to study agri-
culture
1＝strongly support
2＝agree
3＝undecided or neutral
4＝disagree
5＝strongly disagree
Level_child_study
Farms with an
investment plan
Mean
(SD)
20.1387
（30.3021）
Farm size (rai)Landa
Total farms
Mean
(SD)
0.50000
（0.5009）
0.4645
（0.5004）
0.5567
（0.4994）
0.3849
（0.4875）
Definition
Education
Help by younger generation on the farm
0＝no help
1＝at least 1 child
Gen_help
0.2698
（0.4447）
0.2516
（0.4353）
3.1111
（0.6647）
2.9871
（0.6344）
3.3093
（0.6671）
Attitude toward farming as a stable career
1＝strongly agree
2＝agree
3＝undecided or neutral
4＝disagree
5＝strongly disagree
Level_stable
0.2990
（0.4602）
Farmer’s receipt of formal training
0＝no training
1＝training
Training_receipt
2.1389
（0.8518）
1.9871
（0.8217）
17.6005
（23.1249）
0.2581
（0.4390）
0.5258
（0.5020）
57.44
（13.69）
60.12
（13.49）
53.16
（12.97）
Age of household head (years)Age
Attitude toward agricultural policy
0＝farmer believes agricultural policy does
not affect the farm
1＝farmer believes agricultural policy does
affect the farm
Gov_policy
0.4563
（0.4991）
0.3806
（0.4871）
2.3769
（0.9344）
2.36
（0.9927）
2.40
（0.8374）
Level of education of household head
1＝no education
2＝primary school
3＝high school
4＝college/bachelor degree
5＝＞bachelor degree
0.5773
（0.4965）
0.3611
（0.4813）
0Farmers’plan to invest more on the farm
0＝no plan to expand or invest
1＝plan to expand or invest
plan_invest＝c＋b1 age＋b2 education＋b3 level_
srable＋b4 level_child_study＋b5 gov_policy＋β6
gen_help＋β7 training_receipt＋β8 land＋β9 irri-
gation
where plan_invest is the dependent variable. If the
farmer plans to increase the level of farm investment, a
value of 1 was assigned. If the farmer has no plan to
expand the farm or increase farm investment, a value
of 0 was assigned. The explanatory variables are ex-
plained in Table 1. The coefficients, Goodness of fit
and marginal effects were also estimated. The data
were analyzed by using Gretl software version 1.9.12.
3. Results and discussion
More than 73% of household heads had received no
formal agricultural training (Table 2). Half of the 27%
that had received training had obtained it from the
Department of Agricultural Extension.
The results of the logit analyses are presented in
Table 3. All of the factors had a significant effect on
plans for increased investment on the farm as hy-
pothesized, except for the size (area) of the farm and
the presence of irrigation.
Increased age of the household head had a negative
effect on farm investment planning (P＝0.01), and the
marginal effect of increased age was to decrease the
probability of investment by 1.46%. Increased level of
education of the household head also had a negative
effect (P＝0. 10, marginal effect＝6.66%), probably
because household heads with more education were
more likely to seek or find non-farm jobs, thus re-
ducing their incentive to increase farm investment.
Farmers’ positive attitudes toward farming as a sta-
ble career had a positive effect on farm investment
planning (P＝0.01, marginal effect＝14.88%), as did
a high level of support for a child to study agriculture
(P＝0.05, marginal effect 8.94%). Farmers’ positive
attitudes toward agricultural policy also had a positive
effect on investment planning (P＝0.01, marginal effect
＝26.02%), meaning that farmers who believed that
agricultural policy affected their farms in some way or
who had had more opportunity to be involved with
agricultural policies were more likely to plan on in-
creasing investment in their farms. Having a house-
hold member of a younger generation help on the farm
had a positive effect on investment planning (P＝0.05,
marginal effect＝18.08%), as did receiving formal train-
ing (P＝0.10, marginal effect＝13.45%).
4. Conclusions and recommendations
My objective was to examine factors that affect Thai
farmers’ decisions about future investments. As ex-
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Cooperative Auditing Department
3（ 3.53）Cooperative Promotion Department
Farmers who received traininga
4（ 4.71）
aOne farmer received training from more than one organization.
Office of Rubber Replanting Aid Fund
Department of Livestock Development
252（100）Total
Table 2. Organizations from which farmers received training
9（10.58）Land Development Department
184（73.02）Farmers who had no formal training
6（ 7.06）Department of Fisheries
11（12.94）
No. of households (percentage)
Department of Agricultural Extension
5（ 5.88）Rice Department
Training organization:
41（48.24）
68（26.98）
6（ 7.06）
pected, older heads of household and Farmers with
better attitudes about farming as a stable career, a
higher level of support for a child to study agriculture,
and better attitudes toward agricultural policy were
more likely to plan to increase farm investment, as
were those receiving help from a member of a younger
generation in the household and farmers who had
received formal training were also more likely to plan
to invest in the future. However, an unexpected result
is that those farmers with higher levels of education
were less likely to plan to increase investment in their
farms due to household heads with more education
were more likely to seek or find non-farm jobs, thus
reducing their incentive to increase farm investment.
Farmer training programs should be supported, be-
cause training can not only increase farmers’ knowl-
edge but also increase farm investment. In this study,
however, I tested only general training. A future topic
of study will be to test which types of farmer training
are the most sustainable and effective.
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Intercept
0.0001922
Robust standard errors in parentheses. Significance:
* 10%; ** 5%; *** 1%. Total number of farms: 252. Mc-
Fadden R2 goodness-of-fit: 0.204. Number of total
cases predicted correctly (74.6%).
aMarginal effect of unit change in each independent
variable on farmers’decisions on future investments.
0.000848718
（0.00498427）
Land
Irrigation
Variable
Table 3. Logit results and marginal effects of
variables affecting farmers’investment decisions.
Training_ receipt
0.08941230.394824**
（0.191517）
Level_child_study
Marginal effecta
0.0680989
Coefficient
Education
0.134513
0.1488790.657414***
（0.244536）
Level_stable
0.575847*
（0.347823）
−0.0145594−0.0642908***
（0.0152649）
Age
−0.0663944−0.293182*
（0.162979）
0.2602851.12595***
（0.314965）
Gov_policy
0.1807670.797781**
（0.797781）
Gen_help
−0.225657
（1.21904）
0.301117
（0.303392）
